
ALPINE, &MANOR, BUT~’E, CALAVERAS, COL.USA, DE~. NORTE,                                                 MERCED, MO00C, MONO, N~AOA, P~CER, ~S. S~ 5~TO

~y 2~, 2000

" Deputy Se~t~ of ~e Inte~or Sec~ for Resou~es ~AY 3 U 2[}00
U.S. Dep~ent of ~e Intedor 1416 9m S~t, Room 1311
1849 C S~t ~ Room 5113 Sa~ento, CA 95814 e~ 8~~
W~hin~on D.C. 20240

De~ ~. Hayes ~d Secre~ Nichols:

~slet~r c0nstimtes ~e Re~on~ Council of Rur~ Coun~es’ ~CRC) ~nse to the
"Reco~en~tion on the C~ Solution" issued by ~e Char ~d Vice Char of the
Bay-Delta Adviso~ Council ~DAC) ~ted May 24, 2000. The subs~ce of ~is letter
w~ approved by RCRC at i~ meeting on May 25, 2000.

~ genera, RCRC fin~ ~e Recommen~tion inadequate ~d u~sponsive to ~e ch~ge
of BDAC. Although BDAC h~ been meeting since 1995, ~e Reco~en~tion does
not constitute a finished work p~duct. Even though ~e Char ~d V~ce Char cl~m that
BDAC h~ been ~s~sse~ ~e Reco~en~tion does not reflect a consensus or even a
simple majority with ~s~ct to ~e following specific concerns:

1) Reco~endations 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 12, 13, 14, ~d 15 reco~end action which
would be ~cided by some unsown p~cess in ~e ~ture. BDAC w~ ch~:ged to
~co~end action cu~ently needed ~d mutually a~ed by ~1 p~es, not merely
to identify p~blems for futu~ ~solution. In ~is ~g~d, the Reco~enda~on is
incomplete ~d f~Is to meet ~e object of ~e Feder~ Adviso~ Co~ee Act.
RCRC c~not support such m insu~cient and inadequate document in ~sch~ge
of BDAC’s ~sponsibility. Despi~ ~y contentions of ~e Char md Vice Char to
~e con~, RCRC feels the work of BDAC is not finished.

.2) ~e following items of the Reco~en~fion c~I for cu~nt action, but, in our
opinion, ~ ac~on w~ch d~s not ~flect ~e BDAC majority view:

a) Item 5 pu~o~ to a~ss ~e En~nment~ Water ~~ ~d
Account, but f~Is to identify i) ~e source of ~e wa~r, ii) whe~ it will
be ~tomd, iii) when it will be ~le~ed, ~d iv) to whom ~e water.
belon~ after the environment~ pu~ose h~ been satisfied. It is ~so
uncle~ how much water would be ~qui~d; envi~nmen~ inte~s~
claim 600,~0 acre feet would ~ needed, md the State cl~ms
400,000. In either c~e, the loss of loc~ly av~lable water would
~avely d~age the ~ea of odin unless ~ere is ad~tion~ upst~
supply and storage to mitigate the impacts of this item. RCRC feels
that a majority of BDAC does not suppo~ this item because it
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b) inadequately addresses the ramifications and consequences of the
. additional water that would be needed.

c) The proposals in items 8 and 9 relative to groundwater ar~ contrary to
case Iaw in Tehama v. Baldwin. The proposal for the State and the
federal government to assume authority over groundwater is contrary
to existing case law, is strongly opposed by RCRC, and RCRC
believes that a majority of BDAC would not endorse a proposal
contrary to case law and current policy.

d) Items 10 and 1 i appear to create two future altematives, i) the Hood
Diversion, or, if that. fails, ii) a peripheral canal. Both alternatives are.
premature and are not supported by RCRC.

In conclusion, RCRC feels the Recommendation is unsatisfactory in that it does not
adequately address the BDAC charge, does not constitute the consensus of BDAC, and
fails to address the concerns and needs of RCRC and the environment.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Robert Meacher
Plumas County Supervisor
BDAC Member
First Vice Chairman, RCRC

cc: Mike Madigan, BDAC Chair "
Sunne McPeak, BDAC Vice Chair
BDAC Members
Steve Ritchie, Acting CALFED Executive Director
Eugenia Laychak, CALFED
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